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action, no room seems left for doubt as to the native seat
of all moral discrimination. It must have its birth in con-
saentia, from feeling differences in our own springs of
action; and thence, its application to the corresponding
ones betrayed in others by their conduct That this really
is the process seems evident from the familiar fact that, in
case of our mistaking their motive and discovering the mis-
take, our judgment is immediately altered, though the
action remains the same: while, on the other hand,
should something done against conscience by ourselves
turn out so well as to consist with all the conditions of
'objective right,' it makes no difference in our self-con-
demnation. This simple test seems to me to make the
very soil transparent m which the ultimate root of the
moral feeling lies, and to show us whence its fibres draw
their first nutriment. Till we ascribe to others a motive'
which we approve, they are without moral quality: and
when we ascribe it to them, we have learned its moral
quality in ourselves.

There is however a difference between the * indispens-
able ' and the * adequate *; and something more, it is urged,
is wanted than pure motive, in order to fill the conception
of 'right action.' What then is the missing element which
should occupy the gap? It is, we are assured, a correct * judg-
ment* as to the outward action in which the pure motive
should express itself: not till this is secured, can we credit
the agent with 'objective Tightness.' Is then this supplemen-
tary feature homogeneous with its antecedent ? Professor
Sidgwick well says that a man who makes no failure here is
'right' *in another sense* from that in which the epithet was
allowed to the simply conscientious man; but seems to me
hardly to appreciate the whole difference. Are right and
wrong 'judgments' no less ethical acts than right and wrong
intentions? Or are they not, when initiated by the same
intention, intellectual instead of moral? If guilt is incurred
by an erroneous computation of conduct, why not by a
faulty column of statistics or a mistaken prophecy of market